Introduction
In the previous chapter I ended the part of the book devoted to the constructed relationship between self and depression. I have shown that this relationship is uneasy, with the self never fully espousing depression, or depression as an illness. I have also interpreted the uneasiness with which the self relates to depression in terms of the dominant model of masculinity. And it is masculinity that I shall be primarily concerned with in this and the following two chapters. Exploring the relationship between depression and masculinity, I shall show my informants as men positioning themselves with regard to their illness and their illness with regard to them.
In this chapter I shall show that depression is constructed as inherently interlinked with the informants' masculinity as well as, more generally, with the model itself. The illness is invariably constructed as an assault on masculinity -the social expectations of what it means to be a man, what a man does (or should do), his role at work, in the family and so on. There are two ways in which depression is constructed to be linked to masculinity. On the one hand, it undermines masculinity, depressed men are not men, or at the very least are lesser men. On the other hand, depression disturbs masculinity, it makes it impossible to execute it. Before I discuss it on data, I would like to remind readers where I stand with regard to what masculinity is.
Men and masculinity
I view masculinity in two dimensions. On the one hand, it is to do with the locally negotiated identities, always provisional, always in a state of flux. It is men's performance of being a man, always done anew, always in a particular local context. It is the 'repetition with a difference ' (Lloyd, 1999) . I think women cannot perform masculinity in this sense, inasmuch as men cannot perform femininity. On the other hand, masculinity is a social construct, a gender ideology, a society's way of associating certain practices with gender. Here masculinity can be seen as a configuration of social practices, but these practices are not there to be read off what men say or do, they are mediated by the society's ideological constructs. This is not to say that we, as analysts, shall not be able to observe certain patterns in constructions of identities, we shall precisely because of the men's submergence in ideologies and the society's narratives of what it means to be a man. In their local negotiation of identities, men of course make use of such discourses, practices which they associate with masculinitythis is indeed why we normally would expect men to be, say, dressed in a particular way. But my argument is that while people speak 'the way one speaks', that people dress 'the way one dresses', it does not mean that such practices are linked to masculinity in some sort of essential way.
Let me now briefly explore the issue of the dominant model of masculinity. In his analysis of masculinity and emotions, Jansz (2000) proposes that contemporary masculinity can be seen in terms of four attributes: autonomy, achievement, aggression and stoicism. Jansz' formulation, despite the claims to the contrary, leads to the inevitable essentialising of masculinity. Furthermore, there is little controversy in the literature that one cannot speak of masculinity in separation from such other identity categories as historical location, age and physique, sexual orientation, education, status and lifestyle, geography, ethnicity, religion and beliefs, class and occupation, culture and subculture (Beynon, 2002) . Elsewhere (Galasiński, 2004) I have argued that such categories as disability, personal experience, illness, trauma, accidents, political system, military system, imprisonment also interact with masculinity, problematising it and offering new ideologies and contexts for lived experience.
However, Jansz' model of masculinity is useful as a description of the dominant model of masculinity. This is in fact the model that is not only anchored in the stereotypical images of men, but also in the academic descriptions of what Connell calls 'hegemonic masculinity' (Connell, 1995) , common in cultural studies and social theory critiques of men and masculinity, represented most acutely by Seidler (1989 Seidler ( , 1994 ; see also my critique of such studies in Galasiński, 2004) . Men, according to Jansz (2000) , are characterised by
